view of the human practitioners of magic. In the late-antique world, as Peter Brown has aptly noted, "the human agent is pushed into a corner by the demonhost."'6 That is, compared with the malevolence of Satan and his demonic legions, in whom Christian society saw its prime enemies, the human sorcerer involved in the performance of socially harmful maleficium hardly seemed important. The demon, and ultimately Satan, was the real author of the evil involved.17 This deemphasis on the human agency in sorcery helps to explain the medieval church's From Sorcery to Witchcraft greatly feared this new learning. The church remained convinced that demonic power lay hidden at the root of even apparently innocent magical practices. Even worse, the darkest aspect of magic, involving explicit demonic invocation, often proved the most seductive to young scholars, giving rise to what one expert has termed a "clerical underworld" of "necromancy," as such learned demonic magic was generally termed.22 Scholars of medieval magic have long noted how the rise of necromancy fed increased ecclesiastical concerns over sorcery, and especially the demonic nature of sorcery, culminating in the idea of witchcraft in the early fifteenth century.23 I agree, but I would contend that witchcraft represents not just a new level of concern over demonic sorcery, but a subtle yet significant shift in basic conceptions of how such magic operated. Although witchcraft grew out of sorcery, witches were not just sorcerers with a few diabolical flourishes added on. The nature of their power and of their interaction with demonic forces was different, and more sinister, than that entailed by any earlier notions even of demonic sorcery.
My argument is that the emergence of this new conception of condemned magical practice was driven, to a large extent, by the unwitting conflation, in clerical minds, of two very different magical systems. By the end of the thirteenth century, clerical authorities were generally familiar with the essentially elite system of necromancy. But there also existed in western Christendom a widespread and diffuse system of common spells, charms, blessings, potions, powders, and talismans employed by many people at all levels of medieval society, including, it should be noted, many clerics.24 The church had always feared that secret demonic agency might lie behind the various devices of this common tradition, and there seems no reason to doubt that most people in medieval Europe shared this general belief, since the church told them to do so.25 But even clerics could be caught in uncertainty about the exact nature of specific magical acts,26 and most common people seem to have thought little about such matters, focusing their attention on the outcome, not the operations, of common sorcery.27 On the other hand, learned 22 Kieckhefer, Magic in the Middle Ages, pp. 151-56. The Latin necromantia, meaning technically only divination via the dead, and nigromantia, meaning the black arts more generally conceived, were used interchangeably in the Middle Ages to mean demonic magic: Richard Kieckhefer, Forbidden Rites: A Necromancer's Manual of the Fifteenth Century (University Park, Pa., 1998), p. 4 and p. 19 n. 14. 23 Mainly Cohn, Kieckhefer, and Peters (see above, n. 5). 24 On this "common tradition" of medieval magic, see Kieckhefer, Magic in the Middle Ages, pp. 56-94. 25 Kieckhefer, "Specific Rationality," esp. p. 833. 26 965 demonic sorcery was a highly structured variety of magic limited to a small clerical elite. Necromancy operated through very complex and detailed invocations of demons, sometimes lasting for days. These summoning formulae, often derived from Arabic or Hebrew magical systems and usually based to some extent on church rituals, were laid out and transmitted in books of spells written, of course, in Latin.28 Thus only the clerical elite, with the prerequisite ritual training and Latin literacy, could perform such magic. Indeed, only educated clerics could conceive of such magic.
Critically, once this system had become established in the later Middle Ages, the idea that sorcery might be performed by means other than complex necromantic ritual seems not to have figured significantly in clerical thought. The need to harmonize learned theories of magic with far more widespread common practices is evident in many clerical writings on the subject, although only in an ironic sense, since clerical authorities never recognized that they were dealing with two different and highly divergent systems. This conviction, and the need to fit common magical practices into the intellectual framework established by learned necromancy, laid the foundation for the eventual construction of the concept of witchcraft.
The confusion between these two magical traditions, and the slow and unconscious conflation of elite and common practice, becomes evident in the early fourteenth century, during the pontificate of John XXII. His reign was marked by a deep and growing concern over sorcery at the highest levels of the ecclesiastical structure. Throughout this period the papal court, and particularly the pope himself, was beset by fears of demonic sorcery and magical plots.29 Reflecting this atmosphere of heightened anxiety, in 1320 William, cardinal of Santa Sabina, wrote from the papal seat at Avignon to the nearby inquisitors of southern France at Toulouse and Carcassonne, ordering them, in the name of the pope, to take action again any sorcerers who engaged in demonic invocation, binding themselves to demons "in order to perpetrate whatever kind of sorcery."30 Six years later, Pope John issued the decree Super illius specula, condemning all sorcerers who "enter an alliance with death and make a pact with hell, for they sacrifice to From Sorcery to Witchcraft demons, adore them, make or cause to be made images, or a ring, a mirror, or a phial, or some other thing in order thereby to magically bind demons. They ask things of them and receive responses from them, and demand their aid in achieving their depraved desires."31 Anyone engaging in such activity was ipso facto to be excommunicated and would suffer all other appropriate penalties.
The type of sorcery to which these decrees refer is rather clearly elite necromancy. This is most evident in Super illius specula, in which the pope mentions images, rings, mirrors, and phials all made for magical purposes. These were the tools of complex ritual magic, not the herbs, stones, and simple charms of the common tradition.32 Quite naturally this was the form of sorcery that the pope understood and feared. By the fourteenth century many large courts had their share of attendant magicians, mainly astrologers and other prognosticators, alchemists, and physicians, who practiced ritual magic for the amusement, health, and political advantage of their employers.33 The presence of such magic, and the ever-present political tensions of court life, gave rise to much concern in courtly circles about the potential threat posed by darker forms of learned magic.34 By commanding papal inquisitors to take action against all sorcerers, however, Pope John ensured that his fears would affect the lives of many people living far from courtly halls of power, people familiar with far different forms of magic. It is fortunate that one of the inquisitors to whom John directed his decree left behind one of the most detailed accounts ever written of inquisitorial thought and practice. I refer to perhaps the most famous of all medieval inquisitors, Bernard Gui, and his great handbook, the Practica inquisitionis, which, in its coverage of all aspects of inquisitorial procedure, includes sections on sorcery and demonic invocation. In this handbook, which was widely copied and very influential on all future inquisitorial practice,35 appear the beginnings of the confusion, on the part of church authorities, between elite necromancy and more common forms of sorcery that would culminate in the idea of witchcraft.
The Nevertheless, although Gui tried no sorcerers personally, he clearly knew of the crime and felt that the readers of his manual might well encounter it. In the Practica he set forth a series of questions that were to be asked of any sorcerer brought before an inquisitorial tribunal. What is so interesting here is the fact that, upon close examination, these questions reveal that the type of sorcery Gui thought inquisitors would typically be encountering was in fact common sorcery, not elite necromancy. For example, Gui specifically instructed inquisitors to ask accused sorcerers about "curing diseases by conjurations or incantations,"42 yet medical 
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From Sorcery to Witchcraft magic figured almost not at all in elite necromantic practice.43 On the other hand, by far the most typical use of common sorcery was to heal, or conversely to inflict disease or suffering.44 Gui also instructed that suspects should be asked what they might know or may have learned about "thieves to be imprisoned" and about "discovering thefts committed or disclosing secrets."45 After healing and warding off disease, the discovery of theft and the subsequent divination of the guilty party, or simply the location of a lost item if no theft was involved, were among the standard uses of common magic.46 Love magic and spells and charms designed to produce affection (or discord) or to aid in conception were also among the standard elements of the common tradition,47 and Gui included questions about "concord or discord between husbands and wives; [and] also causing the sterile to conceive."48 The evidence that most clearly indicates that the inquisitors and judges for whom Gui was writing were dealing with common sorcery, however, is the passage referring to the implements and devices by which that magic was worked. Gui instructed that inquisitors should ask about "these things which they [the sorcerers] give to be eaten, hair and nails and certain other things," and about "making incantations or conjuring through incantations, with fruits and herbs, with girdles and other materials."49 Here we see the sort of everyday items typically used in common spells and charms, not the costly rings and polished mirrors of ritual demonic magic that Pope John feared. Only at the end of this section did Gui briefly mention baptized images of wax and images of lead and various other devices, which might seem more the tools of learned necromancers schooled in church ritual.50
From all of this, it is evident that the sort of magical practice Gui was encountering, if not in his own trials than from the reports of other inquisitors and judges, was common magic. What is not evident, however, is that he conceived of such magic any differently from the learned ritual necromancy that so concerned Pope John. That Gui believed this magic to be demonic in nature is certain. He wrote explicitly of the invocation of demons at the beginning of his section on sorcery (although perhaps tellingly never again in the course of his questions), and beyond this the church had already established that, for sorcery to fall under the purview 43 This was the sort of magical practice with which Gui and other church authorities were familiar, and this was how they conceived of demonic sorcery as operating. This was not, of course, anything like what common sorcerers actually did when they employed a magical spell or charm, or crushed some herbs into a medicine, or performed any of the other far less complex acts of the common magical tradition. Gui, however, and the other authorities who read him did not draw such distinctions. Rather the Practica inquisitionis reveals both the clear exposure of clerical authorities to common magical practices and the implicit connection they drew between those practices and the full-fledged necromancy with which they 51 In 1258 Pope Alexander IV's decree Quod super nonnullis had placed acts of sorcery outside inquisitorial jurisdiction, "nisi manifeste haeresim saperent": Hansen, Quellen, p. 
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From Sorcery to Witchcraft were also, probably more so, familiar. In the unwitting conceptual conflation of two very different types of actual magical practices, Gui's treatise may be seen as marking an initial step toward the eventual construction of the idea of witchcraft. Only the first step had been taken, though, for the fully developed idea of witchcraft lay still nearly a century in the future. In fact, if Gui's summary of inquisitorial thought and practice can be taken as at all representative of more general clerical concerns, then despite some troubling encounters with common sorcery, ecclesiastical opposition to magical practices in the early fourteenth century remained focused primarily on learned and often explicitly clerical necromancy. Moreover, while Gui certainly held that much common sorcery was demonic in nature, with the implication that, in essence, it involved the same sort of activities as elite necromancy, he did not argue this point at any length. Nor did he attempt, in his mainly practical handbook, to draw out any of the potential intellectual ramifications that this conception of sorcery might entail. That task would be left to the next great theorist of sorcery, the Catalan inquisitor Nicholas Eymeric.
Fifty years after Bernard Gui wrote his Practica inquisitionis, the church remained deeply concerned about the demonic nature of many magical practices, although some dispute still remained over the basic postulation that demonic sorcery was automatically heretical. In 1374 Pope Gregory XI found it necessary to write to the French inquisitor Jacques de Morerio, granting him specific power for two years to act against such crimes and censuring all those who objected that demonic sorcery did not lie within the scope of inquisitorial authority.56 Only two years later, in 1376, the Dominican Nicholas Eymeric, formerly inquisitor of Aragon but at this time in exile at the papal court in Avignon, completed his Directorium inquisitorum.57 This work was a vast inquisitorial manual, ultimately even more influential than Gui's.58 Among the many topics addressed, Eymeric posed the basic question of whether the actions of sorcerers and diviners were heretical, and thus whether they fell within the purview of the papal inquisitor. Answering in the affirmative, he established the basic clerical framework for the essential nature, and necessary condemnation, of all demonic sorcery for the remainder of the Middle Ages and well into the early modern period.59 Although still focusing mainly on elite necromantic practice, his arguments form an important foundation for the later notion of witchcraft.
Like Gui, Eymeric was thoroughly knowledgeable of the principles of learned necromancy. He wrote, for example, of his familiarity with such well-known necromantic texts, as the Key of Solomon and Sworn Book of Honorius, which he had seized from magicians whom he had tried, and read before consigning to the From the outset Eymeric was willing to concede that certain forms of magical practice were not demonic and therefore not heretical. Chiromancy (palm reading) and astrology, for example, along with some few others, might be sinful, but so long as they remained free of demonic taint, they were "merely divination or sorcery," and not heresy.64 Sorcery that involved demonic invocation, however, was for him always heretical. His argument ran thus: according to the necromantic texts he had consulted, demonic sorcery could be performed in three ways. The first, and most horrible, involved summoning demons and showing them adoration (latria) properly due only to God: Both of these methods are rather obviously heretical, although in good Scholastic fashion Eymeric proved this point definitively and at great length.67 Both also clearly relate to the sort of complex ritual magic entailed in the necromantic tradition.
Eymeric, however, also recognized a third means of performing demonic sorcery, the most interesting for my purposes here. Some sorcerers seemed to control demonic forces but demonstrated no obvious signs of adoration or veneration to the demons they invoked. A typical example of such an invocation, Eymeric noted, might be performed "by tracing a circle in the earth, by placing a boy in the circle, by fixing a mirror, a sword, an amphora, or other small body before the boy, and with the necromancer himself holding a book, and reading, and invoking the demon."68 Again Eymeric's familiarity with the practices of learned ritual magic is apparent. Such seemingly worshipless invocations would appear to have presented a problem for clerical authorities intent on persecuting magicians, but Eymeric was not stymied by the dilemma. He simply proceeded to argue that the very act of invocation was itself a demonstration of worship, and thus, if directed toward a demon, an act of heresy: Therefore to invoke is considered an act of adoration (latria), and is counted and placed among the acts of adoration, and it goes in advance of the true act of adoration shown to God, and an act of adoration is said to be made to a demon. Therefore, if a demon is invoked by a Christian, when it does not appear that any other act of adoration has been offered to the demon, that savors of manifest heresy and such people [who perform this] must be considered heretics.69
In the more extended Contra demonum inuocatores Eymeric then offered the usual array of theological citations, mainly from Augustine and Aquinas, to support his point. In the Directorium, organized rather more compactly, he had already cited some of these sources in his discussion of invocation involving explicit worship, and so he merely referred to them here. His conclusions, in either case, From Sorcery to Witchcraft were identical: "from this it is clear that to invoke and consult demons, even without sacrifice, is apostasy, apostasy from the faith, and as a consequence, heresy. 70
At this point the discussion of sorcery in the Directorium inquisitorum ends. In Contra demonum inuocatores, however, Eymeric went on to expound on some further points, arguing chiefly that even when sorcerers performed invocations without any "manifest" signs of adoration or veneration, nevertheless inquisitors should suspect that such acts were somehow covertly present. As he wrote in his early introduction to this section of the treatise, a demon would never aid a human invoking it, "unless the invoker has shown it some honor or reverence, especially divine, by either a tacit or express pact. "71 His reasoning here was based on the straightforward assumption, founded in Augustine's description of the nature of demons in book 10 of The City of God, that demons "rejoice in the errors of men" and thus would only serve human masters if by this they could draw them into error.72 Such reasoning was also evident in the Directorium, although placed in the earlier section on explicit worship, when Eymeric noted, by way of example, that, "although a book that is lost may be sought by a man, it may not by a demon, because the demon, when asked, will not respond about such things unless a pact is made with it, or illicit veneration, adjuration, and invocations."73 Throughout almost all his consideration of demonic invocation, Eymeric dealt with clearly necromantic forms of sorcery, performed via magic circles, ritual objects, and books of spells. Indeed, his arguments were aimed mostly at the quasireligious rites of necromancy and seem intended specifically to counter the assertions made by certain learned necromancers that they never honored the demons they summoned, but rather commanded and compelled them by divine power just as Christ and his disciples had done.74 Yet in his arguments Eymeric was laying the foundation for the later clerical conviction in the demonic power and apostasy of simple witches, for he argued that any magical act deemed by the church to involve demonic agency (as most acts of magic did, and virtually any could), even 70 Eymeric himself certainly never conceived of witchcraft when he wrote Contra demonum inuocatores or his Directorium. Even more than Gui he seems to have been cognizant only of the elite, learned system of necromancy. Like Gui, though, when he did encounter other forms of magic, he thought of them as necessarily operating on the same terms as necromancy. Consider, for example, how in each of his works Eymeric cited at length from the famous tenth-century canon Episcopi, which condemned sorcery in general and included the following passage:
Some wicked women, perverted by the devil, seduced by illusions and phantasms of demons, believe and profess themselves, in the hours of the night, to ride upon certain beasts with Diana, the goddess of the pagans, or with Herodias, and an innumerable multitude of women, and in the silence of the dead of night to traverse great spaces of the earth, and to obey her commands as of their mistress, and to be summoned to her service on certain nights.75
Gui had also mentioned these women, instructing inquisitors to ask suspected sorcerers whether they had any knowledge of "the fairy women whom they call the good ones, who, it is said, make their way through the night."76 Obviously these figures of folklore had long been associated in some general way with common magical practices, and this belief would later become incorporated into the idea of the night flight of witches to a diabolical sabbath.77 In the original canon, however, the belief was derided as nothing more than an illusion, and these women were presented as the gullible victims of deceptive demons.78 Gui had offered no additional discussion. In his more extensive accounts, Eymeric asserted that these women actively invoked the demons they followed, and he then stressed the fact of their apostasy from the faith even though they did not seem to engage in any overt demon worship:
From this it appears that the aforesaid evil women, persevering in their wickedness, have departed from the right way and the faith, and that demons inflict and delude their faithless minds. If, therefore, these women, persevering in their wickedness, concerning whom it has not been established that they offer sacrifices to the demons they invoke, In this passage Eymeric advanced two critical positions. First, he presented these women, whom the earlier tradition had always viewed as passive victims of demonic temptation, as active invokers of demons. Second, he argued that, whatever form the invocation took, even if it contained no clear acts of worship, the invocation alone made these women heretics, for "to invoke, in and of itself, is taken in the holy canons as an act of worship."80 These two convictions, that common sorcerers were actively engaged in demonic invocation and the assumption that invocation equated to worship, were essential to the later idea of the witch.
Still, the idea of witchcraft did not emerge with Nicholas Eymeric. Although his arguments reveal a deeper concern with the basic nature and workings of demonic sorcery than Gui evinced fifty years earlier, they also indicate that even late into the fourteenth century clerical concerns about sorcery remained focused on elite practices. Indeed even at the end of the century, when the theological faculty of the University of Paris condemned a whole series of magical practices in 1398, the focus of the church was still firmly fixed on the magic of educated elites and not on the more widespread common practices that would later characterize witchcraft.81 Instead that concept appeared, in a recognizable form, only in the early decades of the fifteenth century, being codified for the first time in several sources written in the 1430s.82 The specific factors behind this final stage in the history of the medieval condemnation of magic remain the subject of much speculation and debate. We know with relative certainty that the number of trials for maleficium was on the rise in the early 1400s, especially in those regions in and around the western Alps where the first full-fledged cases of witchcraft would appear.83 Perhaps clerical concerns had finally permeated to a wider audience.84 Perhaps the increased desire for reform within the church in the early fifteenth century played a role in heightening tensions over possible demonic corruption. As increasing attention came to focus on the practices, and the practitioners, of common sorcery, however, clerical authorities already had a solid conceptual framework, built in the fourteenth century, into which to fit these magical crimes. Their fixed notions of how magic operated contributed significantly to the formation of the new stereotype of witchcraft, for when that concept finally did appear, it reflected the confusion and the unwitting conflation of elite and common magical practices that I have been tracing. Consider the letter of 1437 from Pope Eugenius IV to all papal inquisitors, in which he expressed his "great bitterness of spirit" over certain Christians fallen away from the faith: They sacrifice to demons, adore them, they expect and accept responses from them, they do homage to them, and as a sign of this they give them a written contract or some other sign binding themselves to these demons, so that, by a single word, touch, or sign (ut solo verbo, tactu, vel signo), they might perform whatever sorcery (maleficia) they wish. They cure disease, provoke bad weather, and make pacts concerning other evil deeds.88 This is exactly the scenario for which Eymeric's arguments had prepared the way over half a century earlier. The church now equated the performance of common sorcery, involving only a few words or simple gestures and aimed at curing or causing illness or affecting the weather, with hidden yet necessary acts of worship and postulated a preexisting pact between the sorcerer and demons that made such magic possible. Indeed, such sorcerers, whom in an earlier era the church had seen more as victims and dupes of demonic illusions and had hardly taken seriously, now became all the more terrible in that they were capable of commanding demonic forces with only a few simple words or signs.
Even as Pope Eugenius was issuing his decree, other authorities were compiling the first learned accounts of witchcraft in western Europe. Most significant among these men was the Dominican theologian and ecclesiastical reformer Johannes Nider. He wrote two major works dealing, in part, with witchcraft. The first was his Formicarius, written in 1437 and 1438. This long treatise in five books, the fifth of which is devoted to "witches and their deceptions," takes the form of a dialogue between a Dominican theologian, who is clearly Nider himself, and a lazy but curious student of his order. Not only does it contain the most extensive initial clerical accounts of full-fledged witchcraft, but it was also the most influential early work on the subject, surviving in numerous manuscript copies, going through seven printed editions down to 1692, and perhaps most importantly serving as a major source of information for the infamous Malleus maleficarum written 
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Moreover, the means of learning such art was, so he said, that the witches came together in a certain convocation, and through their efforts, they saw a demon visibly in an assumed human form, to whom it was necessary that the disciple pledge that he would deny Christianity, would never adore the Eucharist, and would secretly trample on the cross whenever he could.104
Here again is a portrait of a diabolically organized sect of witches in which worship is exchanged for magical knowledge, and this image of the sabbath is explicitly dated to 1437 or 1438, when the account was written. Scholars have therefore argued, quite reasonably, that Nider freely "interpreted" Peter of Bern's earlier cases in light of the new idea of a cult of witches and of the witches' sabbath that had developed only in the intervening years.105
What sort of magical practices might those trials have actually dealt with, however? What had Nider "interpreted" into witchcraft, and what might this "interpretation" tell us about how he perceived and understood such practices? Intermingled with terrible tales of full-fledged witchcraft, the Formicarius also contains other stories that offer a clearly distinct vision (although Nider himself seems not to have recognized the distinction) of demonic sorcery being practiced in the high valleys of the Alps. These examples, too, Nider took from Judge Peter of Bern, but they seem much more reliable, reflecting more accurately the sort of sorcery that might indeed have been performed around 1400 and, not insignificantly in terms of their credibility, centering on a single definite character who is named the "great witch" (grandis maleficus) Staedelin.
Nider first presented Staedelin in the context of examples focusing on how witches were supposed to murder children. Whereas in the accounts involving sabbaths, however, the witches dragged children's corpses from their graves, boiled them down in cauldrons, and eagerly drank the resulting brew, with Staedelin Nider offered a far less sensational account, seemingly closer to actual maleficium as commonly practiced. Certainly Staedelin was still accused of killing children through sorcery, but he allegedly did so in a more mundane fashion. Arrested and brought before Peter's court, he confessed that he had murdered seven babies in the womb of a certain woman, magically inducing her to abort every child she had conceived for several years. He also afflicted the fertility of all the animals belonging to this woman and her husband. His method was simple, he confessed. He had performed a spell that involved burying a lizard under the threshold stone of the house. When authorities removed the lizard, or rather the dust into which it had crumbled in the course of years, the fertility of both humans and beasts was immediately restored.106 This amounted to nothing more than common sorcery, which often aimed to afflict the fertility of humans, animals, and crops. There was no accusation of infant cannibalism, even though that was ex-pressly Nider's topic in introducing the story.107 Moreover, there was no overt indication of demonic involvement, although Nider and other authorities would doubtless have rationalized that the lizard served as a mere sign to demons as to which household they were to assail.
Another story about Staedelin does reveal an explicitly demonic element to his magic. Captured by Peter of Bern, he was forced to confess how he conjured hailstorms to destroy crops (again a standard purpose of common maleficium This is clearly demonic magic, although one must wonder whether these were Staedelin's own words or those of a confession forced upon him by the judge. In any event, even if Staedelin and his fellows were practicing demonic magic, with the sacrifice of the black fowl symbolizing some sort of offering from sorcerer to demon, there is no indication here of apostasy, elaborate devil worship, or other terrible aspects of witchcraft. Nor, despite the use of the plural above, is there any indication that Staedelin was a member of any diabolical sect. Rather Nider revealed that Staedelin had learned his black arts, not from demons in the context of a sabbath, but from a known lineage of human teachers. Approximately sixty years earlier, Nider wrote, or around 1375, a man called Scavius (literally, the scabby man) lived in the Simme valley and was the first great "witch" to reside there. Among his many powers he was supposedly able to transform himself into a mouse and thus escape those who sought to capture him.109 He had a disciple named Hoppo, and it was he, in turn, who made Staedelin into a "master of witchcraft."110 These two men, Staedelin and Hoppo, practiced magic together for some time, and of them Nider wrote:
When it pleases them, these two knew how to carry over a third part of the dung, hay, or grain, or whatever sort of thing from their neighbor's field, with no one seeing them, to their own field; how to raise enormous hailstorms and destructive winds with lightning; how to hurl children walking near water, in the sight of their parents, into that [water] with no one seeing them; how to bring about sterility in people and animals; [and] 
